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Th MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communications) filed on 16 July 2002 . 
2a)E3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 21 3. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) E3 Claim(s) 1.3-5. 7-9.11. 12. 14-16 and 21-26 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) I3 Claim(s) 1. 3-5. 7-9. 11. 12. 14-16. and 21-26 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

11) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

1 3) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)DAII b)Q Some*c)Q None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

1 5) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 . 

Attachment(s) 

1 ) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) Paper No(s). . 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) . 6) □ Other: 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTO-326 (Rev. 04-01) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No. 20 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1. The numbering of claims is not in accordance with 37 GFR 1.126 which requires the 
original numbering of the claims to be preserved throughout the prosecution. When claims are 
canceled, the remaining claims must not be renumbered When new claims are presented, they 
must be numbered consecutively beginning with the number next following the highest numbered 
claims previously presented (whether entered or not). 

Misnumbered new claims 22 and 23 have been renumbered 25 and 26. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 118 

1. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it> in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 9 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as containing subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. This is a new matter rejection repeated from Paper Number 
18 paragraph 6. 

Contrary to applicant's argument, the original disclosure supports the coating composition 
being selected from cellulose-based polymers (original claims 9 and 12) and being selected from 
polymers having an acid value greater than or equal to 100 (original claims 10 and 13) but does 
not support the coating composition being selected from cellulose-based polymers having an acid 
value greater than or equal to 100 because cellulose-based polymers do not have pendant acidic 
groups or pendant salts of the acidic groups (specification p. 5 line 18 - p. 7 line 3) and therefore 
have no acid value. 
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3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 9 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

This is repeated from Paper Number 18 paragraph 8 concerning the apparent 
impossibility of having a cellulose-based polymer with an acid value greater than or equal to 100. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

6. Claims 1, 3-5, 7-9, 11, 12, 14-16, and 21-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Spector et aL (5,883,169) cited by applicant in view of Fischer et al 
(5,130,353), Marias Albrich et al. (6,033,718), Beavers et al (6,106,889), and European Patent 
Application 0 819 744 A2. 

These references are combined for the same reasons as set forth in Paper Number 18 
paragraph 10: contrary to applicant's argument, 

Response to Arguments 

7. In response to applicant's argument that applicant has different motivation to remove the 
protective film by dissolving or dispersing with a solvent, the fact that applicant has recognized 
another advantage which would flow naturally from following the suggestion of the prior art 
cannot be the basis for patentability when the differences would otherwise be obvious. See Ex 
parte Obiaya, 227 USPQ 58, 60 (Bd. Pat App. & Inter. 1985). 

8. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 



* 
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combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed- Cir. 1986). 

9. In response to applicant's argument that European Patent Application 0 819 744 A2 is 
nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of 
applicant s endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which 
the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed 
invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the 
reference is directed to aqueous coating compositions and therefore addresses the problem of 
sufficient solubility of the polymer in water (solvent) that would also have to be addressed in 
applicant s method. 

10. In response to applicant's argument that the coatings in the secondary references do not 
meet the claimed coating limitations, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a 
secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is 
it that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. 
Eather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of 
ordinary skill in the art See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

11. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is based 
upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in 
a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into 
account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed 
invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's 
disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 
(CCPA 1971). 
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12. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner has combined an excessive number 
of references, reliance on a large number of references in a rejection does not, without more, 
weigh against the obviousness of the claimed invention. See In re Gorman, 933 F.2d 982, 18 
USPQ2d 1885 (Tei Cir. 1991). 

Conclusion 

13. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THESE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action- In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE- MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action- In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Adrienne C. Johnstone whose telephone number is (703)308-2059. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday, 10:00AM- 6:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Ball can be reached on (703)308-2058. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703)872-9311 for regular 
communications and (703)872-9310 for After Final communications. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)308-0661. 



Adrienne C. Johnstone 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1733 



Adrienne Johnstone 
October 21, 2002 




